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"Tn 1041 Eduards reportel A study in which a short soeech containineg staiements
vhich were {avorable to the MNew Deal and statements which were unfavoratle te the
kev weal was presented to ccll:age students, who were then given a recognition test
to determine how many cf the statements they could correctly identilly.
listere~s were also askad %Yo indicate their attitude toward the lLew Deal con a
seven-point scale, on the basis of which threr snall - forty-eight in each - but
distirctively different greups of subjects were chosen: (1) favorable to the .lew
Deal, (2) neutral, (3) unfavorable. Tt was found that pro-lcw Ueal listeners
achieved higher recopnition scores on pro-ilew Deal statements than did anti-!lew
Deal listeners, and anti-New Deal listeners actieved higher recognition scores
on anti-lew Deal statemcnts than did pro-licw Deal listeners.
cousistent and statistically significant.

clonciiet

Tre

Tre trends were

ILdwards thought these cutcomes to be
ent with the general rule "that exnerienccs which are in tarmony .rith an
existing frame of reference (organization of desires, attitudes, wishes, values,
etr., within an individual as a result of learning) will tend to be learned and

remembered hHetter than experiences which are in conflict with the same frome of
reference., "2

2 ¥dwards, A. L. "Political Frames »f Reference as a Facicr Influencing

fecopmition," The Journal of Abnormal and Social Psvchelory, Vol. 36, Ko. 1,
January, 1941, 3L-50.

The purpose of the ‘present
three ex;eriments incorporating
fdvards' study. Our objectives
to study the effects «f various
compariscns.

article is to report the outcomes of a series of
tre same general features of design found in
were to test the consistency of his cutcones,
forms of presentation, and to make sub-group

S tudy %1 was carried cut in the fall of 1951, at a time when charges of
corrupticn apainst the national administration vere prominently featured ia
the press. Thirty slatemcats favorable to the Fair Deal (Truman administraticn)
and thirty statements unfavorable to the rfair Deal were presented crally via

recording to L76 students at the University of Minnesota in groups ranging in

1l The studiecs reported her: are part of a 1
carried out at the ''niversity of ilinr.esota under
¥ival Ferearch (Contract :mmber N3 onr-6£621€).
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size from 20 to SO. The subjects were enrolled in Fundamentals of Speech. They
were tcld that the sjieech was beirg preserited as a listening cxercise, thac they
would be testad on their ability to rememoer what threvy had heard, that their
scorzs would not afiect their course pgrades, that the scores would be nosted with
identification numbers (not with nanes).

One hralt of the subjects heard a "mixed" 'form of presentation in which the
pro and anti staterments were mingled in random fashion. The remainring subjects
heard a "separated" form ir which the pro and anti statements were rot mineled,
Among the latter, one half heard the pro statements first, and the other half
heard the anti statements first. I% was our exnectatior that the "mixed" fcrm
woi 1d produce a nore marke? differcnce tetween the pro-Fair Deal subjects anc the
anti-Fair Deal subjects tnran the "separated" form. This expectation was btased
on the assumption that the "nixed" lorm would be rmore confusing than the
"separated”" form and thus aggravate the projective tendencies of the biased
listeners. The two speeches were recorcded by a skillful spezker who was instructed
to mairtain the same stvle of delivery in both forms of presentation.

Immediately after hearing the speech the listeners were asked to indicate
their attitude toward the Truman administration on a sever pnint scale, and
were then piven a sixty-item multinle croice test in which they were asked to
identify -he statements made by the speaker.

A summary of outcomes for the total grovp is presented in Table I. It
will be noted that a majority of the subjects indicated an unfavorable attitude
toward tire Fair Deal. Jnly two subjects indicaied a "very favorable" attitudes
they were included in the "faverarble" group fer purposes cof tabulation. Thre
table also shows how successful the various attitude groups were in correctly
identifying the pro and anti Fair Deal staten:nts prescnted ir the speec!i. For
example, 5S4 subjects - 30 ren and 24 women - indicited that they were very
unfavorable to the Fair Deal. This group scored a total of 1235 ecorrect identifica-
ticns of pro-Fair Deal statements, as against a total of 1331 for anti-¥air Deal
statements, or 76% of the total possible sccre as arainst 82%, with a difference
of 65. In the table as a whole, the differences, though small percentage-wise,
take the expected direction, and are larger at the ends of the attitude scale
than they are in the middle.

The theoretical expectation in this study was that the individual listener
would identify more of the speech material which conformed to his political
attitude than he would of the material which ran contrary to it. This suggested
a convenient and for our purpcses an adequate basls of examining the trerds in
the data and testing their statistical significance. First it was necessary to
find out if the thirty anti-Fair Jeal statements and the thirty pro-rair Deal
staterments had approximately ecqual rhetorical strength. This was done by making
up through random selection a composite group of suhjects in which favorable and
unfavorable attitudes were balanced, and cemparing the fremiency with which the
pro and anti statements werc correctly identified, The comnosition of the group
is shown in Tatle II, and the outcomes indicate that hoth classes of items were
correctly identified about 79% of the time. With this assu-ance that the pro and
anti statements were of about equal rhetorical strength, we t'en classified each
listener according to whether or not he showed a preponderance ‘f correct
identifications of items conforming to his bias. For example, i." a pro-rair deal
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Tatle 1

[

Correct Recogniticn of Pro and Anti Adminisirition Statcments in Relation
to Attitudes Towa:rd the Aum:nistration.

Correct Pecogniticn of

Lre Stataments Anti Statements

>n¢wwcamm N f 3 f o

2 Favorable 57 1353 €0 1278 75
3 $liphtly favorable 67 1597 79 1563 78
L Neutral sk 1212 77 1276 79
5 S1lightly unfaversble 2 2150 77 2200 78
& Unfavcrable 19) 3Len 7 361L 80
7 Very unfavorable Sy 1235 76 1531 82
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Ccmparative Valeace of Pro-Administraticn and

Attitudes M

Very favorable
Favorahle

Slightly favorable

Slightly unfavorable
UnTavorable

Very unfavorable

Table 11

Anti-Administraticn Statements

Men

AU )
LAS T o

<
Ol

N

+Jomen

1
o1

(121)

(121)

Correct Recognition

Pro Statements

2689

201l
BT03 (792)

28L1

2916
5757 (79%)
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listener identified more pro-Fair Ueal than arti-Fair Deal statements he was
tabulated in the "plus"” coluwnn, if the reverse was true he was put in the "minus”
column, if he identified an egqual rumber of vro and anti statemcnts bhe was placed
in the 2zero column. The scewness of the distribution in the "plus” direction
then becomes the critical test of the conformity cf th:z outcomes to theoretical
exnectations.

Three obtained distributions (o) are given in Table III, along with the
expected chance distributicns (e). Chi-square analysis srows significant
sizevmess for the group which heard the mixed form of presentation ani for the
toctal group. The distribution for the eroup which heard the separated form of
presentation is skewed in the expected direction but not significantly. JUirect
comparison of these two sub-groups yielded a chi-sauare value with probobility
fallirg hetween 27 and 1%,

The significant skewness of the total distribution adds confirmation to
Tdwards! results. ISxpectatinns as regards the mixed and separated forms of
presentation were only partially realized. A significant difference in skewmess
of distribution appeared, as was expected, but the mixving of statements did not
increase the difficulty of identifying statenents. Both forms of w»resentation
yielded a total score of 78% correct identifications.

Study #2. Another experiment was run in the f211 of 1952, one wecex before
the election, chiefly foir the purpose of confirming the difference focund in the
first experiment betwreen the "mixed" and "separated" forms of prescntasicn.
Procedures in Study #2 conformed in all ecsential respccts to those of Study #1.
Sixty new staterments were formulated. Thirty of the statements were fevorable to
the Republicans: fifteen were pro r.isenhower, and fifteen were anti-Stevenson.
Thirty of the statements were favorable to the Democrats: fifteen were :ro
Stevenson, and fifteen were anti Eisenhower. A new group of listeners ware used;
as in Study #1 they were students enrolled in Fundamentals of Suveech at the
University of Minnesota. OCne half of the subjects heard a "mixed" form of
presentation in which the pro and anti statements were randomly minrled, and the
other half heard the "separated" form in which tre pro and anti statements were
nct mingled. After hearing the speech the listeners were asked to indicate which
presid ntial candidate they would vote for, if they were eligible to vote, and
were given a sixty-item multiple choice recognition test.

Analysis of the relative rhetorical strength of the pro Republican and »ro
Democrat items showed a L7 advantape for latter which ran consistently through
tre sub-~groups in the test population. A blanket correction was employed to
eliminate this discrepancy; two points being subtracted from each listener's
score on pro Democrat items.

Plus, zero, and minus values were tabulated, as in Study #1, and are
presented in Table IV. All three of the distributions are skewed in the expected
directicn, but the chi-sguare value for the rmixed fom of presentation is not
significant. Direct comparison of the distributions for the mixed and separated
forms did not yield a significant chi-square value. Combined data fro= Studies #1
and #2 for the two forms of presentaticn are eriven in Table V. The two distribu-
tions are markedly similar, and both show signilicant skewness in the expected
direction. Thus, Study #2 again showed the same sort of relaticnship between




Form of
Presentation

mixed

el

scparated

mixed an
separated

7 oam.

Table III

Study #l. Preponderance:

Listeners

Democrats &
Republicans

Jemocrats &
Kepublicaris

Democrats &
Reoublicans

p 5% = 5,991

Distribution ard Analysis.

N
218 (o)
(e)
204 (o)
(e)
L2?2 (o)
(e)

Plus

123
95

102
9L

225
188.5

Zero

28
28

17
17

LS
LS

Minus

67
95

85
93

152
188,5

Chi-square

16.5052

1.5L5kL

14.1352




Taktle IV

Study #2. Preponderance: Distribution and Araiysis

Form of
Presentation Listeners N Plus Zero Minus Chi-square
nixed Democrats % 17L () 91 17 66

Republicans (e) 78.5 17 78.5 3.9808
separated Cemocrats & 192 (c) 199 28 5%

Republicans (e) 82 28 82 P 30k
mixed and Democrats % 366 (o) 200 L5 121
separated Republicans (e) 150,5 LS 16).5 15.L42Y4
N=2 P St = 5,99 P17 = 9.210




Studies #1 and 2.

rorm of
Presentation

mixed

separated

n <=2

P Se

Listerers

Democrats %
Repuhlicans

Democrats &
Republicans

5.991

Preponderance:

Table V

392 (o)

(e)

396 (o)

(2)

P 1% = 9,210

Flus

214
173.5

211
175.5

Distribution and Analysis

Zero

LS
Ls

LS
LS

Mirus

133
173.5

10
17585

Chi-square

18.9078

14.3618

P
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recognition scores and listenerst! attitudes as was found in Study #1 and by
idwards, but did not confirm the difference betweern mixed and separated forms of
presentation which was found in Study #1.

Study #3. The statemenis presented to the listeners in Studies #1 and 2
referred to contemporary and recent eveatc and conditions, and no doubt similar
statements had reached some of tre subjects via newspapers, magazines, television,
radio, and oth2r sources. If we assume that thc partisan listener is exposed
more frequently to political commentary which conforms to his bias than to
criticism which conflicts with it, it seems evident that familiarity could tave a
pesitive influence on the outcomes cf such studies. The assumption receives some
support in a study of the press and radio in a presidential campaie¢n in which it
was noted "that the peorle ternd to seek out political views similar to their
own."3 Furthermore, selected exposure to political opinions may have been

3 Lazarsfeld, Paul F., Berclson, Bernard, and Gaudet, Hazel. T¢e People's
Choice, (illew York, 19L8), p. 127.

relativelv strong in the case at hand, for the subjects in Studies #1 and 2 were
attending a university located in a metropolitan area, and many of them were
living at home with their parents. A positive relationship between the political
views of college students and their parents has been found,

4 rird, Charles. Social Psychology. (Neu York, 17L0), p. 177.

Study #3 was carried out in a manner intended to reduce the effcct of
familiarity as much as possible. Sixty statements were formulated about the
Republican administraticrns for the years 1920 to 1932; thirty bteing favorable and
thirty being unfavorahble tc those administrations. The statements were
historically factual and specific. There were two forms of presentation; a
"proactive" form in which the scction of the speech favorable to tre administration
was introduced with a laudatoryv paragraph, and the section which was unfavorable
was introduced with a condemnatory paragraph; and a “retroactive" form in which
the same paragraphs were used as concludirng statements. Our expectation was that
the proactive form to a preater extent tran the retroactive form would excite
bias, thus agpravating the tendency of tihe listener to recognize wore readily
statements conforming to his frame of reference than statements conflicting with
it. The study was carried out in the spring of 1952, about six months before tie
November election. After hearing the speech the listeners were asked to indicate
which party they hoped would win the fall election, and wcre given a sixty-item
multicle-choice reccgiition test. The subjects were students in the Fundamentals
of Speech course at the University of Minnesota, few if any of them had been
either in Study #1 or 2. Forty-six subjiects crawn from the same student porula-
tion but not included in the main experimental group were given the recognition
test without naving heard the spesch. Trese 7yielded an average score of 17.8.
Since each item in the test gave four options and since the subjects checked all
items, this result is only ”.8 points above the average to be expected by chance,
suggesting very little familiarity with the statements in the speech,

A test of the relative rhetorical sirength of the pro-Republican and pro-
Democrat items was made, as in the other two studies, and 2 consistent difference
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was found in favor of the latter. A blanket correction was used tc correct this
discrepaicy; four points being subtracted from each listener's score on pro-
Democrat items. The distributions for Study #3 are given in Table VI. All are
skewed significantly in the expected direction. The trend appears a little
stronger for the retroactive form than for the prroactive form, but direct
comparison of the two distributions did net yield a significant chi-square value.
Thus, the expected difference between the twc forms did not apjyear. Here, again,
as in Studies #1 and 2 and in Edwards' study, the subjects on the whole tend to
dentify statements which conform to their frame of reference more frequently
than statements which conflict witl: it.

Sub-5roup Analysis, The three studies give a total of 1245 subjects who were
identiiied as being pro-Jemorrat or pro-Republican at the time they were given the
recognition test. This accumulation of data permitted some comparisons of sub-
groups with sizable Nis, which are presented in Table VII. There appears tc bhe
no difference between men and women, but a striking differencc will be noted as
between Republicans and Democrats. The former show strong and consistent skewness
in the expected direction. The latter shcw little skewness in Studies #1 and
2, and in Study #3 the distribution is skewed signiticantly in the mirus direction.
rossibly this unexpected rcversal of outccomes was due in some way to tne rather
crude correction of pro-Democrat items which was cmploved. In any event, it was
thoupht desirable to mzake a direct comparison of the Republicans and Democrats
in Study #3, the results of which are given in Table VITI. It will be noted that
while both groups show a similar tendency, the trend is stronger among the
Republicans than among the Democrats. This, plus the fact that the Democrats
showed only a weak trend in Study #1, in which no correction was used, indicate
that the two party groups did in fact react differently to the speeches.




Sans

Study #3.

Forms of
Presentation

proactive

retrcactive

proactive %
retroactive

Erenonderance:

Listeners

Lemocrats %
Revublicans

Democrats 4
Hepublicans

Democrats %
Hepublicans

P 5% = 5.991

Table VI

21h

2.3

P17 =

Distributisn and

(0)
(e)

9.219

Flus

120
95

143
109.5

263
20L.5

Zero

2L
2l

2L
2L

L8

109.5
L8

20L.5

——— ——— e o A——— e ¢ =

Chi-square

13.1578

29,4992

1L6
33.4L694




Studz

#1
¥e
#3

A1
#2
£3

#1

2

<

#3

#1
#2
#3

25

Sub-Group Analysis.

k-2
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Table VII

Cecmbined Data from Studies #1, , & 3.

N rlus Zero Minus Cri-Square
Regublican v/omen
159 87 13 59
123 82 1 27
Lol (o) 25k L1 106
(e) 189 Ll 182 £9.8L44
Rerublican EEE
139 75 20 L3
8é 50 13 23
L29 (o) 262 51 116
(e) 187 51 189 £6.3915
Democrat Yomen
c1 28 2 21
74 31 9 3L
L6 L 32
171 (o) 73 1L 8L
(e) 78.5 1 78.5 .7708
Democrat len
73 3L 10 29
83 37 9 37
2Lh (o) 99 32 113
(e) 176 32 126 9246
A1l Subiects
1245 (o) 588 138 419
fe) £53.5 138 553.5 65.3668
5.991 P 1% = 9,21?



Table VIII

Study #3. Comparison cf Democrats and Reputlicans.

Recopnized llore Fjual
i Pro-Reputlican Items Humber
Rervblicans 323 221 32
Deriocrats 13 76 16
N=2 P 6% = 5.991 v 1% = 9.210

Recognized Hore
Pro-lencecrat Items

70

L2

chi-square 6.3383
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Cecnclusions

Generally, the subjects in these experiments show the same tendency which was
indicated in Idwards' study; they shou greater facility in the recognition

of statements which conform to their bias than statenents rvnning counter to
their bias.,

in one experiment in which relatively unfamiliar material was prasented to the
licteners both the Democrats and Republicans recognized mere pro-Hepublican
than pro-Denocrat statements, but the trend was significantly stronger zmong

the Republicans.

The trend toward "biased" listuning was equally strong among men and women.

The trend toward '"biased" listening was not affected by the ferms of
proscatation employed: nixed statements versus separated statements, pro-
active fcrm versus retroactive forr.

The trend toward "biased" listening was sirong and consistent amcng the
Eepublican subjccts; it was neither strong nor consistert 2mong the
Democrats. HNo ready explanation for this unexpected outcome occurs to
these writers. The data gathered in the fall of 1951 (Table I) indicated
a strong anti-Democrat tendency in the test population, not oulv in
numerical division but also in strength of attitude. If the latter rer-
sisted tinroughout the following year the difference in listering behavior
shown by the Republicans and Democrats may have been due to difference in
strength of motivation or partisan feeling.
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